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ggIS{EA VARIANCES ON PROPERTY The bases upon which to grant a variance are set forth in K : TOWSGON. MARYLAND 21;(;54 D ?gjéze ¢/1 of steTell court DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
‘ S ' . g 32 Ryerson Circle)
ON THE NORTH SIDE OF . N i - 7 { : ! :
RYSRSON CIRCLE, 120° WEST OF LTIMORE COUNTY N Section 307 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) and R (410) 887-3180 L, (o hection District OF DALTIMORE COUNTY
o o . - - st Councilmanic District
E CENTERLINE OF WISEWELL S . . " y . A o
ggURT (3204 RYERSON CIRCLE) CASE NO. 96-63-A - require the existence of "special circumstances" or 'peculiar e May 21, 1996 S Toseoh F. Neek . at case No. 96-63-A
H ELECTION DISTRICT * . T _ 3 | L - R
igg COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT . * - conditions." The Court of Special Appeals in Cromwell v. Ward, 102 . S Petitioners
* * ¥ * * ST - .
OPINTION Coe Md.App. 691 (1995) construed this regulation strictly, and this - . .
Board must do the sanme. Before considering later wvariance u . Mr. & Mrs. Joseph E. Neet . 'i'. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

- : 3204 Ryerson Circle o _
Petitioners must first demonstrate that ) Baltimore, MD 21227 This matter comes before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as a

QF

Thie matter comes up on appeal from the decision of the Deputy
ssioner by order dated October 5, 1995 granting the requirements, therefore, l
Petition Ffor Variance for that property known as 3204 Ryerson Circle,

Zoning Commi

f Mr. Neet voluntarily offered in CE: Case No. 96-63-a
iance to permit a 1lot line setback of 0 fee . 7

the property is somehow unique.
Joseph E. Neet, et ux -Petitioners

£ in lieu of the
located in the vicinity of Hollins Ferry Road and the Baltimore Beltway

L S

var . . o ‘
i i i i he lot is not unigque. It is similar in
i ariance to direct examination that t _

@ pue acnying e ' Dear Mr. & Mrs. Neet: | | - o
. : e _ (I-625) in Halethorpe. The Petition was filed by the owners of the proper-

ini isting she
minimum 2.5 feet for an exis .
shape, size and function to many of the townhouse lots in the

F AN A -

Enclosed please find a copy of the final Opinion and Order
issued this date by the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

in the subject matter. B ) _ )
| S Cion 400.1 of tha Baltimore County Zoning Requlations {B.C.Z.R.) ko permit

ck of 6 inches in lieu of the minimum 2.5
ty, Joseph E. and sandra I.. Neet. The Petitioners seek relief from Sec-

permit a side yard setba
itd . - neighborhood.
feet for an existing swimming poocl. Petitioner timely filed an g

noe and & de nove ) S ' Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be

1996 on that issue alone. : , IT IS THEREFORE this _ 2lst day of Hay r 1396 by I made in accordance with Rule 7-2(01 throug}} Bule- 7—2.10 of_ t1:1e _ _
peamng v e on t eared unrepresented by . the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County ‘ 4 ggrgisgdfggieshgngéigoggdgis-engfoggdsgigegfttﬁiogu;?egiliglglzgi? existing swimming pool, in lieu of the minimum required 2.5 feet for each.
nd Sandra Neet app : ORDERED that the Petition for Variance to permit a setback of be closed. | A The subject property and relief sought are more particularly described an

i immi 1 varia
the denial of the swimming Ppoo© .
- a lot line setback of 0 feet for an existing shed and 6 inches for an
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Petiticners Joseph a
i i that of one

d offered their testimony as well as e -- .' . . -

the sife plan submitted and markad into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 1.

counsel an - .
J tte Caum was represented by Robert 6 inches in lieu of 2.5 feet for the backyard pool be and is hereby ’ ‘ -

Protestant Jeanne ) . Cyalb{;qﬁt;) | -

é;“ 2; iﬁ&k} . Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the Petition was Joseph E.

neighbor.
DENIED.
. o Kathleen C. Bianco . . - S
i nd exhibits, the Board finds Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be o Administrative Assistant ; Weet, property owner. BAppearing in opposition to the relief requested was
After reviewing the testimony & d - ) o Tens s
) . y question ie located on Ryerson made in accordance with Rule 7-201 through Rule 7-210 of the ‘ Enclosure _ d&mnmie(hum,adynnu@_mxmeﬂq owner.
The site 1 3 )
re. i . ’ . 5 S Testimony and evidence offered revealed that the subject propert
and is improved with a single-family townhouse. Maryland Rules of Procedu COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS ; cc: ﬁgbeﬁgaiﬁeiggyéagzqulre ject property
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY ) Pe:)ple's Counsel for Baltimore County _ - consists of 2,052 sq.ft., zoned D.R. 10.5 and is improved with a two-story

1f vears ago, and the
1y three and a ha v go, Pat Keller

itioners concede they : ' (TV f;;?ZEEZ;/Z <Zii_ . Lawrence E. Schmidt
petitt ' T/ : W. Carl Richards, Jr. /PDM

/Kri§ ne K. Howanski, ting Chairman . Docket Clerk /PDM
' Arnold Jablon, Director /PDM
Virginia W. Barnhart, County Attorney

Rody, Esquire, and of fered her testimony in opposition.
r
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the following facts.
Ms. Caum

gircle,
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next door approximate . . g
moved single family, inside group townhouse dwelling. Also on the property is a
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swimming pool, 12' in diameter, and@ a shed, approximately 8'1" x 5'2",

pool was installed sometime thereafter.

both  of which are located in the rear yard on the east side of the subject

OR

have not properly located the pool vis a vis Ms. Caum's property

iine in terms of being the requisite 2.5 feet away.
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Like so many
property. Apparently, the instant Petition was filed in response to a
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complaint registered by Ms. Jeannette Caum, the adjoining property owner,
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he yards are relatively small
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of the lots in the neighborhood, t
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Neither Petitioner

with 1ittle room for items to be set thereon.
Charles L. Marks

y about what was unique about their lot as opposed

offered testimon
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R whelher relief can be granted in such fashion o ";. Ax Lo the variance relisf sought for the shed, Ms. Caum was not

that +*the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and , N
public szfety and welfare secured. L opposed fo the location of the shed, due to the fact that the Pstitioner

a5 Lo the location of the swimming pool. Mr. Neet testified that he and Tn support of his request, ¥r Neet submitted as Petitioner's

his wife and three children have resided on the property for the past five Exhibit 2 a Petition which had been signed by many residents from the
vears. He tostified that the installed surrounding community stating that they have no objections to the variance installed a make-shift gutter on thz shed to prevent water from running
Y Anderson v. Bd. of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Wd. App. 28

for this pool. However, it should be noted that none of the residents who off conto her property. Therefore, inasmich as the location of this shed

approximately two years ago at which time he advised Ms. Caum of his plans
’ B (1974).
poses no adverse consequence to Ms. Caum, it shall be permitted to remain

. . 3 : = T O - T, - -
Rftor n 1 : and evideince ullered at

and she voiced no objections. Mr. Neet further testified that the shed signed the Petition live adjacent to the subject property, and therefore,

that to the best are not directly affected by the location of this pool. It was clear from in its present location, as it has for the past 10 years.

existed on the property at the time of his purchase and | o |
the hearing, it is my opinion that the Petitioners have failed to satisfy

east the ast : “he testim and evidence offered that only the adicinin Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and

P I
the burden imposed upon them to allow the swimming pool to be located just
. Caum, is directly arfected by the location of this pool. public hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons given above, the

ten {10) vyears. Tectimony revealed that this property is only 15.5 feet |
6 inches off the property line shared with Mz. Caum. Therefore, insofar

rear : It was obvious during testimony that these two neighbors do not variance requested should be granted in part and denied in part.

in width at the front property line and 15.6 feet in width at the
in wi a properiy as the relief requested for the swimming pool is concerned, that variance

get along, to say the least. Testimony revesaled that Ms. Caum has threat- THEREFORE, 1T 15 ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for

In view of the narrow width of this lot, the requested
shall be denied. It would not be possible to grant that variance without

property 1line.
ened to purchase a Pit Bull to keep the children out of her vard and that Baltimore County this <S< day of October, 1995 that the Petition for

variances are necessary for the swimming pool and shed. | |
the adjacent property owner suffering adverse consequences by reason of

she has on occasion, kept the toys that have come onto her property and Variance seeking relief from Section 400.1 of the B.C.Z.R. to permit a

Ms. Jeannette Caum, the adjoining property owner, appeared and -
the varliance. However, I do not believe that the Petitioners should be

testified in opposition to the swimming pool. Ms. Caum testified that she : ' nct given them back to the children. In addition, Ms. Caum testified that - side yard setback of 6 inches in lieu of the minimum required 2.5 feet for
£ : : required to eliminate the swimming pool altogetner. This pool was pur-
4 Neet has threatened her in the past with physical harm. It is cbvi- an existing swinming pool, in accordance with Petitioner's Exhibit 1, be

is recently retired and is now home every day. She testified that the - Mrs.
‘ chased two years ago,

ous that whatever decision is reached in this case, the differences that and is hereby DENIED; and,

nuisance to her in that water has been sgplashed over . |
tioners' three children since that time. It allows the children to play

pool has become a
irto her yard and has killed her grass. Furthermore, due to the addition- 7 ___;i have arisen between these nelghbors will not be resclved. With that said. IT IS5 FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Variance seeking

. Lo in their own yard, close to home in the summer months. As previously
I will concentrate my decision only on the relief reguested before me. relief from Section 400.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations

water spilling over ontc her property, her yard has become swampy. In . | . |
al P g stated, it 1is not possible for the swimming pool to remain in the yard

and floats . An area wvariance may be granted where strict applicatinn of the (B.C.2.R.) to permit a lot line setback of 0 feet in lieu of the mini

addition, b irtue of the children playing in the poocl, toys ) . |
addition, by virtue P without a side yard variance being granted. Given the strong opposition

have accidentally come onto her property requiring the children to come zoning regulations would cause practical difficulty to the Petitioner and required 2.5 feet for an existing shed, in accordance with Petitioner's
from Ms. Caum, no variance shall be granted from her property line. Howev-

into her yard to retrieve same. Ms. Caum testified that she does not want . S his property. Mclean w. Scley, 270 Md. 208 (1973). To prove practical : Exhibit 1, be and is hereby GRANTED: and,

’ : er, I will entertain a modified variance of 1 foot from the western proper-

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petitioners shall have thirty

to his inconvenie F iR : AifFa ? i ! ition = " ¢ ; : B ) , . . .
e A ty 1line, provided the neighbor on that side does not cbject. Therefore, I
1) whether strict compliance with requirement would {30) days from the date of this Order in which to obtain and submit writ-

unreasonably prevent the use of the property for a
permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily

burdensome;

i i ired 2.5 foot setback frem the property line
e foresd fo nainta e remare will allow the Petitioners thirty (30) days from the date of this Order to

ten approval from their neighbor on the west side that they would not

joini rty. Ms. Caum conceded that the swimming pool did not
omiins e me submit written approval from that neighbor that they have no objections to
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object to a variance of 1 foot from their property line for the relocation
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3 h king during the day, but now that she o
POMher Ter % mich when She was workn i ’ 2) whether a grant of the variance would do a sub- the swimming pool being relocated to 1 foot from their property line. tn

stantial justice to the applicant as well as other
property owners in the district or whether a lesser

relaxatien than that applied for would give sufficient
relief; and,

of the Petiticners' swimming pool. 1In the event that neighbor objects to
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i i i , she has begun tc suffer from the effects
o evired and 3 fom ove S, the event that neighbor objects to the modified variance offered herein,
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the modified variance offered herein, then the Petitioners shall have no
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then the Petitioners shall have no alternative but to disassemble and

/.

ﬁ\of the swimming pocl being located just 6 inches from her property line.
alternative but to remcve the pool from the premises; and,

remove the swimming pool from their property.
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Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner

TT 1% FURTHER ORDERED thal the Petitioners shall have thirty Office of Planning and Zoning

(30) Jdays from the date of this Order in which Lo file an appeal of this

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

Suite 112 Courthouse for the property located at 3304' p’\\l £ (Do CJ} rc\e_,

400 Washington Avenue (410) $87-4386 e m— - | - 5
‘ - - [N X . L A
DRNC.S | \

Towson, MD 21204 - '
October 5, 1995 This Petition shall be filed with the Otfice of Zoning Administration & Development Management. ' e : )

h'l'he undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Ballimere County and which is described in the descrintion and plat attazhed
t e oy 0] ] ' . * =
ereto and made a part herect, hereby petition for a Variance from Sechoq(s) decly A e @er\-\. a &

decision.
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Baltimore, Maryland 21227
RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE LAt o o N
N/S Ryerson Circle, 120' W of the ¢/l of Wisewell Court 7 K—A‘_L\%\.\_\‘ e & A N e pinied - ik

(3204 Ryerson Circle)
13th Election District - 1lst Councilmanic District

Joseph E. Neet, et ux - Petitioners
Case No. 96-63-3A

o (RE A : o .
S Shv et ) WhiSegeltl \,(i\u!r’_l\_ AT TN Cf’() wide .
o = A
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Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations. . . 15 - SR o ‘H =
I, or we, agreeto pay expenses of above Var_iar:ce advertiﬁing, posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are to : ’ = \_-“:T(.\. S ' ",' c. iTe Voo oo
be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zening Law for Baltimore County. T T o S : . S
. N , /-
oo \,3_.2?1«\\'&‘\ S <

i ™ iy
Enclosed piease find a copy of the decision rendered in the - i S | o (. “_;{\ N » \:{‘_k e \:7

above-captioned matter. The Petition for Variance has been granted in - . _ ' | |

part and denied in part in accordance with the attached Order.

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Neet:

- ] l .

I/We do solemnly declare and affirm. under the penalties of perjury, that I/we aze the = : 1
L ‘_-'Cl\h("""e_ TN '). [

legal owrier(s) of the property which is the sukject of this Fetition.
Legal Dwner(s) . \ -~ . R . AN __\ -
) R SL Sl RO T

. , »‘&\\‘\'-}\;,F:i y '-\",_ -.i ’
'-j;s'zﬂ////;/:.ﬂﬂ//bzzf ) 1\ R { ‘l ‘-.L_\G_,_.
(Type or Print Name} = - \ A Yy o~ :
o / . B \ (G e e T WY .‘_/.(Q‘—\(’ \(.__"‘T N
_ et Sadlwed 20 P
ignaturs %ure e .
'5{1 {\A({I \__\1 " \\\Q.E—:\T

ruly yours, Tyze n(«.a»q]: Name}

Very ] | . = i -
At 4 fotroos . 5 /i nLie .\%f‘mb fier?

-~

Caontract Putchaser/Lessee:

: In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor-
able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals_within
thirty (30) days of the date of this Orger. For further information on
filing an appeal, please contact the Permits and Development Management

office at BB87-3391.

. l]'.'—\:C LL_‘\TQ \’.\ (LN 'JV “'\\_

(Type or Prirl Name}

Siy SigRatte - /

220y /@g‘j.ﬁ-ﬁ. L/'x,;fog;; 2Y7 5578

(Typo or Print Name) Address Vd Phone No

Xy /7, 7/ 212277

L City State Zipeode
bignature Name, Address and phone number of representative 1n be contacted.

Lot 270"

hodress Phone Mo. Name' -
/’;70&/ /Z/é:fsm Crsl 247 353597

City Address Ptore Nz
B
OFFICE USE ONLY ST I

Attorney dor Pelitionar:

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County

TMK:bis

cc: Ms. Jeannette Caum
3202 Ryerson Circle, Baltimoxe, Md. 21227
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

TONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTUAORE COUNTY

L}

Posted by T

Rumber of Signs:

NOTICE OF HEARING

Battimore County, by authority
ot the Zoning Act ang Reguia-
tions of Baltimore County will
hold a public rfli?ezlmi'? on the
property identi erein in
Rgg:l 106 of the County Office
Building, 111 W. Chesapeake
Avenue in Towson, Maryland
21204 or Apom 118, Od
Courthouse, 400 Washington
Avenue, Towson, Marytand
21204 as follows:

Coco: $08-3-A
{ltem 63}
3204 Ryerson Circle
N/S Ryerson Circle, 120° W
of el Wiseweil Courl
1st Election District
1st Gwmiima!;!c
Legal Owner(s):
Joseph Edward Neet and
20, 1935 at
200 p.m. in Rm. 118, Oid
Courthouse.

Varlance fo permil a zem

foot and G-inch lot lina setback
in lieu o 2.5 feet fora shed and

pool, respectively. |

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT:
Zoning Commissioner far;
Balfimore County’

' i
NOTES: {1)Hearings are Handi-l

capped Accessibie; for special ac-

commodations Pléase Calf

BE7-3383. 0T L

{&for infonaafion: concer-1

ing the File and/or Hearing, Please|
Cali B87-3291. S
87345  Avg. 31, i

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

1095

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

TOWSON, MD., Cf//

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published

in Towson, Baltirnore County, Md., once in each of / successive

9/3/ 1945

weeks, the first publication appearing on

THE JEFFERSONIAN,

¥
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CIMTIFICATE OF POSTING
ZOMING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Towssnr, Maryland

District /“EW{' - e ot Fostng
Posted for: ———-- _/_{ff?f/ .
'5'_'}725“'1’/ L A 7‘7 sl &x

Petitioner:

Location of property: s il /i/@/éwjoy Cinela .-

- - - T ? . H-',.: - . -
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ORDER RECE
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- :9 Prnted with Soybean Ink ALL
o0 Recycled Paper

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING
unavailable for Hearing

the following dates - Hext Two Mornths

REVIEWED BY: -_‘;‘SM‘\ DATE q _l ( _C?C-p
Pzt Bg $-RO-95.

Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

1HE West Chesapeake avenue

Towson, MDY 21

Prnled on Freye s Papres

204 {410) 887-3353

ZONING HEARING ADVERTISING AND POSTING REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURES

Baltimore County Zoning Requlations require that notice be given *to

4e gensaral public/neighboring property owners relative te property

which is the subject of an upcoming zoning hearing. For those petitions
which require a public hearing, this notice is accomplished by posting
a sign on the property and placement of a notice in at least one
newspaper of general circulation in the County.

This office will ensure that the legal requirements for posting and
advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner is responsible for
the costs associated with these requirements.

PAYMENT WILL BE MADE AS FOLLOWS:

1) Posting fees will be accessed and paid to this office at the
time of filing.

2 Rilling for legal advertising. due upon receipt. will come
from and should be remitted directly to the newspaper.
HON-PAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ZONING ORDER.

ARNOLD JABLON, DIKECTOR

For newspaper advertising:

Item No.: C;:S

Petitioner: /1%4/4 5%;9’/ WM

Location: T goos 4:%‘5@ Czﬂ;g’ /4,4% /‘r’?’/ A/ 227
PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

NAME: QM] ._/%{/a,,ﬂ/ W
i\DDRE.SS:ﬂ Z20y /4775/55477 Coeely [Batto. A 29237

PHONE NUMBER: 277 5593

T3
(Revised 04,09/93}

SIAS -

hAJ:ggs

T0: PUTUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
dugust 31, 1995 Issue - Jeffersonian

Please foward billing to:

Joseph and Sandra Neet
324 Ryerson Circle
Baltimore MD 21227
247-5593

NCTICE OF HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore Coumty, by authority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore
County, will hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Bailding, 111 W. Chesapeake BAvenue in Towson, Maryland 21204
or
Room 118, 01d Courthouse, 400 Washington Avemme, Towson, Maryland 21204 as follows:

CASE NUMBER: 96-63-3 (Item €3}

3204 Ryerson Circle

N/S Ryerson Circle, 120' W of ¢/1 Wisewe'l Court

1st Election District - lst Councilmanic

Legal Owner: Joseph Edward Neet and Sandra Lyvrn Moot

HERRTHG: WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 1995 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 118, 01d Courthouse.

Variance to permit a zero foot acd 6-inch lot lige setback in lien of 2.5 feat
respectively. :

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTTMORE COUNTY

NOTES: (1) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL ACCOMMGDATIONS PLEASE CALL 887-3353.
(2) FOR INFORMATION CORCERING THE FILE AND/OR HEARTNG, PLEASE CALL 887-339i.




County Board of Appeals of Baltimare County

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 48

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{410} 887-3180

Development Processing
County Office Building

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Baltimore County
Department of Permits and
Development Management

Hearing Room - Room 48
0ld Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue

jnqust 25, 1995 February 8, 1996

NOTICE OF HEARING
NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT

NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOCD AND SUFFICIENT
REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE IN WRITING AND IN
STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b). NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE
GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHEDULED HEARING DATE
UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(c), BOARD'S RULES OF
PRACTICE & PROCEDURE, APPENDIX C, BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE.

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Bct and Regnlations of Baltiux?re
County, will hold a public hearing on the property identified hereinin Room 106 of the County 0ffice
Building, 111 W. Chasapsake Avenue in Toswson, Maryland 21204 or Room 118, 014 Courthouse, 400 Washington
Avenue, Towsco, Maryland 21204 as follows:

: 96-63~ JOSEPH E. NEET, ET UX -Petitioner

g;ii ggﬁi; giii: (e &) 7 N{s Ryerson Circle, 120 W of the c/l1 of
§/S Ryerson Circle, 120" W of c/1 Wisewell Court : ‘ Wisewll Court (3204 Ryerson Circle)

1st Election District - lst Councilmanic 13th Election District

Legal Ovmer: Joseph Edward Neet and Sarndra Lynn Neet lst Councilmanic District

HEARTNG: WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 1995 at 2:00 p.m. in Roon 118, 01d Courthause. o VAR -To permit lot line setback of 0' for
' existing shed and side yard setsback of 6" for
- : existing swimming pool, in lieu of min. req'd
respectively. S 2.5' for each.

CASE NO. 96-63-A

Variance to permit a zero foot and 6-inch lot line setback in lieu of 2.5 feet for a shed and pool,

10/05/98 -D.Z.C.'s Order in which Petitions
for Variance GRANTED in part (shed); DENIED in

@W\/ _ part (pool).
Arnold Jabl : - ASSIGNED FOR: TUESDAY, MAY 7, 1996 at 10:00 a.m.
oa .

Director : cc: Mr. & Mrs. Joseph E. Neet

Appellants /Petitioners
Joseph and Sandra Heet o Ms. Jeannette Caum Protestant

' .
NOTES: (1) ZONTMG SIGN & POST KUST BE RETURNED 7O RM. 104, 111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE ON THE HEARTNG DRTE. ) gzgpll{:ﬁegm;gizinfﬁg g?izérggie County
(2) HEARTHGS ARE HAKDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECTAL ACCOMMODATIONS PLEASE CALL 887-3353. ) Pat e enmiir
OFFICE AT 887-3391. E -
(3) FOR INFORMATION CONCERING THE FILE AND/OR HEARTNG, CONTACT THIS e Richarde . gr. /PDM

Docket Clerk /PDM
Arnold Jablon, Director /PDM
Virginia W. Barnhart, County Attorney

Kathleen C. Bianco
Administrative Assistant
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EALTIMORE

Balti C ty Government

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MAMAGEMENT

1CE CORRESPONDENCE

onte: /3455
i:Zj;*C” (:1OWWquNﬁq;ﬁ;:

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901 . . .
Towson, MD 21286-5500 {410} 887-4500

T0: ZAD

FROM: DEPRM _ .
Development Codarainawics

QURJECT: Zoning Advispry Pcl[nmittae
N Agenda: _[/31/‘1:»

DATE: 08/23/93

Arnold Jablon

Director

Zoning Aaministration and
Bevelopment Msnagement

Baltimore County Office Buillding
Tawson, MO 21204

MAIL STOP-1103

prgtection & Resource Management has na

. -1
- + of Environmentai . .
The Depariment of tnv visory Committee Items:

comments for the following Zoning Ad

I g .
Item # : Property Owner: SEE BeELOW

TRIBUTION

Item No.: SEE BELOW Zoning Agenda:

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to your regues:t, the referenced property has been surveved
by this Bureau and the comments below are applicable and requlired to
be corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property.

B. The Fire Marshal's Office has no comments at this time,.
@REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM NUMBERS:29,55,56,37,58,480,62,
63 /& b4,

LS:sp

LETTY2/DEPRM/TXTSBP
REVIEWER: LT. ROBERT P. SAUERWALD
Fire Marshal Office, PHONE 88'7---‘48817.J MS-1102F
T
’ Printed on Recycied Paper

Development Processing
County Office Building

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Baltimore County
Department of Permits and
Development Management

Printed wmih

LA
2

Lo

September 13, 1995

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph E. Neet
3204 Ryerson Circle

Baltimore, MD 21227

RE: Item No.: 63
Case No.: 96-63-A
Petitioner: J. E. Heet

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Neet:

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representa-
tives from Baltimore County approval agencies, has reviewed the plans
submitted with the above referenced petition, which was accepted for
processing by Permits and Development Management (PDM), Zoning Review, on
August 11, 1995.

Any comments submitted thus far from the members of ZAC that offer or
request information on your petition are attached. These comments are not
intended to indicate the appropriateness of the =zoning action requested,
but to assure that all parties (zoning commissioner, attorney, petitioner,
etc.) are made aware of plans or problems with regard to the proposed
improvements that may have a bearing on this case. Only those comments
that are informative will be forwarded to you; those that are not
informative will be placed in the permanent case file.

If you need further information or have any questions regarding these
comments, please do not hesitate to contact the commenting agency or Joyce
Watson in the zoning office (887-3391).

Sincerely,

¥
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~ 3 'P H Fa " ;’,_ + 1-’

b (4&-‘.\’{/ ll‘\-;‘"‘-:'i:-""c% g i
W. Carl Richards, Jr. j;;ﬁL-

Zoning Supervisor

WCR/Jw
Attachment(s)
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'\TE—: Maryland Department of Transportation Secretary

David L. Winstead

Hal Kassoft

v State Highway Administration it

E-/6-95"

Ms. Joyce Watson RE: Baltimore County
Oalirmmrn Soas ltam Nin Pl AN / T 2 A \
I_DC-II\.HI'I\-JI\-' T Nt s Ee § W UW‘) Lu ,C—-’T/
Permits and Development Management
County Office Building, Room 109

Towson, Maryland 21204
Dear Ms. Watson:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to
approval as it does not access a State roadway and is not affected by any State

Highway Administration projects.
Please contact Bob Small at 410-333-1350 if you have any questions.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this item.
Very truly yours,

(Bt smatl

Ronald Burns, Chief
Engineering Access Permits
Division

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. Box 717 « Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 21202

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Direclor DATE: August 28, 1995
Zoning Administration and Development Management

FRO obert W. Bowling, P.E., Chief
Development Plans Review
RE:

Zoning Advisory Compittee Meeting

for August 28, 19485
Items 055, 056,(063, /Jand 064

The Development Plans Review Division has reviewed
the subject zoning items and we have no commen=s.

RWB:sw

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: August 17, 1995

Zoning Administration and
Development Management

Pat Keller, Directer
Oifice of Planning and Zonina

SUBJECT: Petitions from Zoning Advisory Committee

The Office of Planning aﬂd Zoning has no comments on the following petition{s):

)

Ttem Nos. 29, 52, 55, (63, and 64.
: =) X

?f there-should be any further questions or if this office can provide additional
information, please contact Jeffrey Tong in the Office of Planning at 887-3480.

Prepared by: n //é,{w M/T ‘%(\,,/

i 7
Division Chief: 7 ész;/ L &M’lﬂ/

PK/J1,

ITEM29/PZONE/ZAC]1




) D

3204 Ryerson Circle, N/S Ryerson Cir,
120' W of c/1 Wisewell Court
1st Election District, 1lst Councilmanic

Joseph E. and Sandra L. Reet

PETITION FOR VARTANCE BETORE THE

ZONING COMMISSIONER
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Petitioners CASE NO. 96-63-A

* * * * *

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

pPlease enter the appearance of the People's Counsel in the above-

captioned matter. Notice should be sent of any hearing dates or other

proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or

final Order.

-—

fﬂiiziie»tfﬁtﬁﬁ

P e o NIPL Ly AN

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN

People's Counsel for Baltimore County
oo = C ;2
fk_)!/"r‘—/\"t“/ -, ECE/}'}";J(_J,__,.(_’(.

CAROLE S. DEMILIO

Deputy People's Counsel

Room 47, Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

(410) 887-2188

Lo

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

of
T HEREBY CERTIFY that on this = day of September, 1995, a

copy of the foregoing Entry of Appearance was mailed to Joseph E. and

Sandra L. Neet, 3204 Ryerson Circle, Baltimore, MD 21227, Petitioners.

-

) i (/ ; - 7
i S . Lo - L.
it Moy Sone oo

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

MINUTES OF DELIBERATION

Jogseph E. Neet;
Case No. 96-63-A

May 7, 1996 /at conclusion of hearing

XKrictine K. Howanski (KKH)

Lawrence M. Stahl (LMS)
Charles L. Marks (CLM)

SECRETARY Kathleen C. Bianco

Administrative Assistant

Those present at this deliberation included Petitioner, Joseph
E. Neet; Robert S. Rody, Esquire, on behalf of Protestant,
Jeannette Caum, and Ms. Caum. The Office of People's Counsel
did not participate in these proceedings.

We are now here to deliberate Case 96-63-A, Joseph E. Neet, et
ux, Petitioner, north side Ryerson Circle for a variance to
permit a lot line setback of 0' for existing shed ard 6" for
the existing swimming pool in lieu of the minimum required
2.5' for each. As stated before, we are here pursuant to
Zoning Commissioner's Order in which Petitions for Variance
were granted as to the shed and denied as to the pool, dated
October 5, 1995. I will say that the only issue for
deliberation today is that of the pool insofar as the shed has
already been approved. No appeal was taken from and the shed

is as properly varianced at this point.

I usually begin deliberations in public with railing for a few
moments about how I don't like the process of doing this in
public. However, there 1s an exception that proves every
rule; this is one of them.

This is a troubling guestion for me, for personal as well as
life reasons. 1It's not a difficult question, unfortunately,
for one side or the othar, in terms of the law. We are here
not to determine whether or not the Protestant and Petitioners
get along or whether they like to or not use their property in
a friendly or obnoxious way; only as under existing laws and
ordinances of Baltimore County and the State of Maryland, can
a variance as requested be granted.

The controlling law is a case known as Cromwell v. Ward, which
is a 1995 Court of Appeals decision, and it states that since
a variance is, in fact, saying you can do something not
generally allowed, you have two tests which you must in fact
meet. You must meet the first test before going to the
second. First, is that the property in gquestion must be
unigue in the neighborhcod; that by reason of its size, shape,

Dorrits and | icancee
ey and !

. County Office Buiiding
Baltimore County . ¢ g

Department of Permits and Towson, Maryland 21204
Development Management (410) 887-3900
Fax: (410) 887-2824

November 3, 1995

Ms. Jeannette Caum
3202 Ryerson Circle
Baltimore, MD 21227

petition for Variance

N/S Ryerson Circle

120" W of the c/1 of
Wisewell Court

13th Election District
1st Councilmanic District
Joseph E. Neet, et ux -
Petitioners

case No. 96-63-A

Dear Ms. Caum:

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-re
was filed in this office on November 2,

Neet.

ferenced case

1995 by Mr. and Mrs. Jospeh

All materials relative to the case have been forwarded to

the Baltimore County Board of Appeals, "Board".

If you have any guestions concerning this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact the Board at 887-3180.

AJ:nmn

cc: P

on Recycled Paper

Sincerely,

ARNOLD JABLON
Director
Department of Permits and

Development Management

eople's Counsel

L Printed with Soybean Ink

Deliberation /Joseph E. Neet, ut ux /96-63-A

use, interdiction by other roads, prior zoning, or some other
factor, that it is a property unlike the others in the area,
such that if it is in fact unique, that you are then allowed
to go to the second question; presuming that it is unique,
that strict compliance would result in practical difficulty or
unreasonable hardship.

Unfortunately for the Petitioners, frankly out of Petitioner's
own testimony several times, there is no issue as to whether
or not this is a unique property in the area. Most certain’
it is not unigque in the area. There was uncontradicted
testimony. That being the given, we do not reach the second
guestion from legal point of view because the first test has
not been met in any way, and in fact, the opposite has been
affirmed out of testimony provided by the Petitioner himself.
Having said that, obviously moving the pool is a requirement,
and, in essence, I come to the same conclusion as they did
below -- that it in fact does not deserve under the laws that
we must determine, and under case law -— it does not gualify
for a zoning variance.

There is a reason why I am glad there is open deliberation,
because to leave it there would be a disservice. Having
resolved the legal issue, and having resolved whether or not
it is to be granted -- an advantage of the bench is the
opportunity to provide dictum -- a discussion of issues that
we think are important but that do not ultimately bear on the
legal issue. Having dealt with the issue, I fear that this
morning has made things ultimately worse than they might have
been beforehand. Two neighbors who will continue to be
neighbors- we have two families that in fact will come out of
here to some degree unhappy. Because certainly Petitioners
will be unhappy - to move or downsize their pool - because of
ruling of this Board. By the same token, they will still wind
up with a pool at some different location and dimension,
presumably. Whether or not they will continue to barbecue and
have noise is not relevant today or to the variance -- that's
a legal use of the property. The Protestant has won the day;
however, presuming that the Petitioner now downsizes the pool
or moves it the requisite distance, I fear that what will
result will be manv, if not all, of the same problems that
existed continuously -- noise, spillage, children, items over
the fence; the difference will be that all of those things
will then be ultimately legitimate, presumably, and within the
rights granted to the Petitioners.

So, ultimately, I don't know if the Protestant wins either.

There was discussion of a 6' fence; harkened back to "good
fences make good neighbors." I wonder aloud whether some way
might be found to have a fence built high enough that may

2

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

APPEAL

Petition for Variance
N/S Ryerson Circle, 120' W
of the c/1 of Wisewell Court
(3204 Ryerson Circle)
13th Election District - lst Councilmanic District
Joseph E. Neet, et ux - Petitioners
Case No. 96-63-A

Petition for Variance

Description of Property

Certificate of Posting

Certificate of Publication

Zoning Plans Advisory Committee Comments

Petitioner(s) and Protestant(s) Sign-In Sheets

Petitioner's Exhibits: 1 - Plat to Accompany Petition for Zoning
Variance

2 - Petition to Accompany Petition for

Zoning Variance

26 Photographs (Not Market as Exhibits)

14 Page Letter, ZAC Comments, and One Photograph to Timothy
Kotroco, from Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Neet dated October 24, 1995

Letter to Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Neet from Timothy M. Kotroco dated
October 30, 1995.

Deputy Zoning Commissioner's Order dated October 5, 1995 (Granted
in Part and Denied in Part)

Notice of Appeal received on November 2, 1995 from Mr. and Mrs.
Joseph E. Neet, et ux - Petitioners

cc: Mr. and Mrs. Joseph E. Neet, 3204 Ryerson Circle, Baltimore,
MD 21227
Ms. Jeannette Caum, 3202 Ryerscn Circle, Baltimore, MD 21227
People's Counsel of Baltimore County, M.S. 2010

Request Notification: Timothy M. Kotroco,
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Arnold Jablon, Director of PDM

Deliberation /Joseph E. Neet, ut ux /96-63-A

still, upon reflection, be a better result than the one the
law mandates. mven if the pool were in the same position,
could resolve runoff, spillage and things going over the
fence. This is not a decision to be made today. What we have
here today is a problem of demographics. I've seen it
recently in my own life and family members. A neighborhood
was built a number cf years ago, in another time in society.
Built cloge on the nremise that the neighhora could gontinus
to utilize things with gentilitv; different times now.
Moreover, there are, and Mr. Rody put his finger on it, no bad

nanmnla baras 4 T T i i
people here; just pecople with different perceptions and needs.

Petitioners with young children with needs generated by those
demographics to provide children. The Protestant does not
have small children; 1is retired; desires and perceives
different quality of good 1life for her time and station in
life; and is entitled to that also.

It's not that one is right and one is wrong; just different.
2 means should be found to reconcile those differences because
the simple resoluiion of today's leyal issue will not do that.
If you both go from here and life is no better, then
ultimately vou both are losers, and the system has served
neither of vyou. The system can only do what it does; it
leaves it to those who live to deal with their small piece of
the werld.

I have pontificated more than I ever thought possible; will
reiterate that the wvariance should be denied; that the
strictures of Cromwell have not been met.

I always wish that I could speak as eloquently as my
compatriot on the bench; my thoughts completely. This Board
listens to testimony and evidence and determines if the law
has been complied with. We do not make the law; it's made by
the County Council. When the laws are enacted - this is what
they thought to be beneficial for the health, safety and
general welfare of existing communities. As my fellow Board
member has indicated, we are guided by specific rules and
regulations; also cases by Court of Special Appeals and Court
of Appeals, one of which is Cromwell v. Ward, a very recent
decision. Lot in gquestion must have unigue or unusual
characteristics; if not, then the Board has no alternative but
tc deny the variance requested.

This is a very simple one -- townhouses that basically blend
in with the community. Based on the testimony and evidence,
there is nothing unique. Obviously, the request must be
turned down.

I do agree with Larry’s comments concerning the fact that we

3

2/08/96 —Notige of Assignment for hearing scheduled for Tuesday
May 7, 1996 at 10:00 a.m. sent to following: ’

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph E. Neet

Ms. Jeannette Caum

People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Pat Keller /Planning Director
Lawrence E. Schmidt

W. Carl Richards, Jr. /PDM

Docket Clerk /PDM

Arnold Jablon, Director /PDM
vVirginia W. Barnhart, County Attorney

5/06/96 -CER sent Board's rules to Robert Rody, Esqui
quire (by FAX 539-
2247), attorney for Ms. Caum /Protestant. ' (by 3

5/07/96 - Hea;ing had; deliberated at conclusion of same; D -Petition
for Variance (X.L.C.). Written Opinion/Order to be issued;
appellate period to run from date of that written Order.

Deliberation /Joseph E. Neet, ut ux /96-63-A

can make those legal decisions, but basically, if we are going
to exist as neighbors, we must learn to get along together,
either with a townhouse or if acreage separated us. As far as
the law is concerned, it is very clear- I don't believe Lthe
Board has any other rule to follow except to deny the
variance.

= T

T'm remainsy A aerey -~ - - -
4™ goeling o 2ave I a I Q& Thnink we are

constrained by Cromwell wv. absolutely nothing
Testimony of Mr. Neet and Mr. Edwards makes it clear that

a3 e mwwn F omawe o =

there is nothing unigue about these homes. Because of that,
thev do not satisfy burden of proof on the variance.

I do, 1like Larry, feel compelled to speak because the
testimony today did 1little to mend fences. We saw some
relationships perhaps degenerate still further. It reminds me
of differences where you tell people they are better off
settling because if you try the case, people hear things they
don't want to hear; may be true but no one feels better, and
still must deal with each other. Here you are now; heard
feelings expressed, we will make ruling; agree that law simply
does not permit us to award variance, yet you will have to
live together as neighbors. Heard a lot - and my focus will
be on the children; I do think many mistakes were made and if
everybody can learn from that, better off.

1) The pool was put up without knowledge of zoning law. Bells
should go off; and I understand ycu see many offending
neighbors, but just because someone does it, that does not
make it right. Look at the =zoning laws, whether you are
putting up a fence, pool, etc. The pool was put up
incorrectly; nect relevant what other neighbors do. 1In fact,
with a townhouse, it makes following laws more important.

The Neets did not successfully obtain Ms. Caum's approval, or
she did not register her disapproval in a timely fashion.
Whatever the cause - a mistake led to this breakdown in
communication and feelings of ill will. I can understand the
anger on both sides, and anger at yourselves for failing to
say something.

2) Not obtaining neighbors approval.

While Mr. Neet is incorrect as to the law, action of neighbors
is irrelevant as to what the law means, but relevant to how
you experience life as neighbors and what your children see.
The case could have been settled well before this with a
little give or take.

Ms. Caum has as much right to enjoy her property as to you -

4
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Deliberation /Joseph E. Neet, ut ux /96-63-A ' |

but as to the children, provide not only a pool, but alio
jes for them. Pools keep kids off the streets; laudable R _ ) | \ | . | | |
gzirpngscee But a small pool could serve the same purpose. Let - - h ‘ BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLALD i _% e L@JJ\_&\% Qtubu\m&\&.
= A T, _ i o Suite 112 Courthouse e ' A U Y
e children see good citizenship; example taking steps or . ’ 12 N iiei ° ;_ .
Eglking with Ms. gaum to put up f:ance. It has nothing to do . :;po_'\‘vashmgmni\a:f:nue October 30, 1995 (410) 887-4386 INTER—OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE . B ‘I\ Ln§ C:“L“U\A\LD\LL
with the law; I lived in a townhouse community. It's always | ['owson, MD 21204 N | CJY%LL C
sad to see this kind of situation where you have to go to . |
Court and one person sits on rights.

\.‘ Y .\C?u\nw‘-\\cl}3 ol 2&\&&.!'\@3

| L : i : February 10, 1997 . [ SR W U R S
If you do observe the rules and put in a smaller pool or move 2 Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Heet TO: ggggigs‘j:béggé12;;2f111::o§4anagemem?ATE y 10, s 4 \ \:;\( \‘:} \{BQ&LUV‘
th 1, Ms. Caum will still have the same complaints; extra : 3204 Rycreon Circle e NS o
6..edEi,§'§eI’:ence. Neither will be terribly happy with resulting . Baltimore, Maryland 21227 - Q 5 . (3 NS
decision | : FROM: Charlotte E. RadCllffi"‘:}_;J . E L Eldwwens Cew ”_‘{C‘?s
- | Appeals ,
: RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE County Board of Ar
We do have agreement. We will be issuing an opinion stil Request for Reconsideration . . . P . AL~ '
granting variance for the shed and denying variance for the Case No. 96-63-A , SUBJECT: Closed Files: Case Ngs' . 12ens 7em) ' 0o C, N o i
pool. The aggrieved party will have 30 days from the written . 95-366-A /Carroll Coleman, et ux ( ; . -; T AN 2
Opinion from which to file an appeal to the Circuit Court, if A Dear Mr. & Mrs. Neel: . ) 96-24-A /Thomas Kreiner, Jr., et ux (15th; 5th) (: v Wedee ¢ C{L;- e a
you so desire. : 96-31-SPH /Stephen Seymour (3rd; 2nd) ,
. in response to your letter dated October 24, 199? in which you . oy .- 96-40-A /Joseph C. Now:kowiki {1i§:£.7§2%) . e :
That closes our de-libe.rati;nc_é)fgsesls‘ém tlv;e appear to be in a have requested i reconséger r;y decision in the above-captioned matter, the . gg:gi;;jSE/)JoSe?gog]_(yngiréeeatuéréy Roék’ 8 e S — \ . \f\'b‘_ | “f\g’t\-&@ |
i ect ‘ 5 i ; ered. HXA Q i Wq
consensus. WL be feswnd ) 7 following coments =xe . . Rocky Gorge Communities, Inc., G.P. (3rd; 2nd)
* * * ® k * * . While I am appreciative of the arguments presented in your letter 96-120-SPHA /Richmond American Homes and

and your belief that the variance requested in this case meets the criteria ’ . Ruby Holzapfelf et al (2nd; 2nd]?)RC £07315M _ [P \..t.‘—i:tu'ﬁ'\n \\-\C\-'Q; ,_G_C,&E.(- "\YG -
Respectfully submitted, S saet Forth in the B.C.Z.R., I am compelled to deny your request for recon- : CBA-95-178 /Steinberg Property ( ) e bd’\oL{ . \!u.&co.\a\& a_, 0 e D e . E f\%

AP
the matter is that the swimming pool you selected is simply tco big to fit . _ . \-\\.\_‘._ ago*e—n, e \\.J(x.,mu&:— CM “u—“&ﬂu_b L We \(\a,g o

_ sideration and must stay the Order issued on October 5, 1995. The fact of CBA-96-113 /Samuel Owings House (Permit #B240683)
/%LWUC . /W/M in your rear yard without the need for a variance. Thus, in my opinion,

uKéthleen C. Bianco the hardship and practical difficulty you chserved is self-created. . . \«\L@,ﬁ n% & e é @A\E'\\\.k\f,\; ;:QG\ \Qa 5 N \..Qrk . c
Administrative Assistant _ . _ e R

" —

T TN AT Sy oy

: i3 i i suc : however, those properties —~ . ‘ - - ;
nit who have similar situations such as yours; s b ] . ) ) Zo S e no “r . J
werg not at issue before me. Based on the testimony and evidence presented As no further appeals have been taken regarding the subject | : Ry & \\'\‘*— Cb‘-‘“*‘_ & 2.5. '

i , . - . . ‘ 0 i
at the hearing by Mrs. Caum, it is clear thalt your swimming pool has .been ¢ . . . ' i &-M\\-] u.x—LLu(‘_l\ 2 n_c,cg__g,u-&g’_ € C‘CBL&SQL\_,V‘_ !,O(Q5
detrimental to her peaceful enjoyment of her property and has negatively cases, we are hereby closing the files and returning same to you ‘

impacted her quality of life. Furthermore, it does not app=ar that your : -‘ &-Nu& - \j\\u—b \!GJL\ . e %le'eo\d b:- |
neighbor on the other side is agreea}?le.to having the pool .reloca}ged gl.}ci B | herewith. . r? ~ - \\\“L \} A - O = | el g
her side of yecur property, Tor are you willing to relocate your sidewa. . |
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3 o _ ' FAR PETITIONER(S) SIGN-IN SHEET
BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPT. | PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY PROTESTANT(S) SIGN-IN SHEET R PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY (s)
OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MGMT.

I ADDEBESS 232 — - / NAME T ADDRESS : We, the undersigned, living in the neighborhood of Ryerson
Al - } , J “ . - . - - - . 4 - »
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LOPMENT PROCESSING - ~ 7 g . R swimming pool and shed at 3204 Ryerson Circle.
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING ' N .
111 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVE. |

T/ QMR AL 217304
ALYV AINSLY, IVERS . S ELVT

NAME ADDRESS PHONE #

ATTN: MR. ARNOLD JABLON, DIRECTOR

RE: CASE # 96-63A- PETITION FOR VARIANCE L . ' Blineo s BDlg £ PN, Canele 247005

N . . ; ~ ) l 3 [ g 4 H

LIEU OF 2.5 FEET FOR A SHED AND POOL, RESPECTIVELY. 7
L/fuze—vv j/v;mn,y"/ 32 Q-wu.azvv (Cineds. x2¥¢- XY/
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DEAR MR. JABLON, OCT. 25,1995
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REASONS FOR DENYING THE VARIANCE WE WISH TO APPEAL THIS : , ’ 7

DECISION. S R . 10 ./ /ﬁ |, BAr igenasr) G LD R

&
ATTACHED IS OUR CHECK FOR $210.00 TO FILE THIS 521§ qeso il
APPEAL. WE WOULD APPRECIATE ANY FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS WE NEED

ON WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE TG FCLLOW THROUGH WITH THIS APPEAL. - : - _ ‘ L2 Fdd O ?%«V\WD ﬁ/s_é/&w
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